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Armstrong State University 
Faculty Senate Meeting 
Minutes of January 23, 2017 
Student Union, Ballroom A, 3:00 p.m. 
I. Pre-Senate Working Session (3:00–3:30 p.m.) 
II. Call to Order by Senate President Padgett at 3:32pm (Appendix A) 
III. Senate Action 
A. Approval of Minutes from November 28, 2016 Faculty Senate Meeting (Approved, 
34-0) 
 
B. Brief Remarks from Dr. Linda Bleicken, President 
Let me talk about the elephant in the room, the consolidation announced January 6th. 
I am heart-broken about it. I thank those who attended the town hall last week. The 
attendance at our town hall was larger, more diverse, and livelier. I think you picked 
up on the fact that the town hall was tightly scripted. There were talking points for 
everyone. That follows a system that has been in place for 7 prior consolidations. We 
will have convocation on Wednesday. What I would like to do is to have it follow a 
town hall process, one that is not as tightly scripted. I will be debunking some myths. 
What has appeared in Savannah Morning News has appeared without consultation 
with our administration or the USG. One rumor is that we needed to be rescued. The 
facts are that during the past 5 years, Armstrong’s enrollment has dipped, but then 
stabilized and has grown. During that same period, Georgia Southern’s enrollment 
went from 20,574 to 20,674. They also experienced declines from year to year. One 
myth is that Armstrong’s financial situation is poor. Our financial health is actually 
very strong. Our cash position was 23.4 million as of December, 2016. The 
occupancy in our residence halls is high and auxiliaries are doing well. Another 
rumor is that Armstrong’s president was complicit in the consolidation decision 
making. The reality is that I was notified January 5th – the day before it was 
announced to the world. The other myth is that I planned my retirement around 
knowledge of the consolidation. The reality is that I had heard the rumors over the 
years as many had, but submitted my letter of intent to the chancellor several months 
before I announced it here and well before the consolidation news came out to me 
and the world. That is a matter of record. The important thing is how are we putting 
ourselves in the strongest position to deal with what is. We have very little say on 
who is on the consolidation committee. But, the bulk of the work will be done by the 
work groups and we have a say in who serves on those work groups. In the 
meantime, we need to prepare ourselves factually. Faculty are comparing curricula 
and planning for creating something that is better than that available at either 
institution. There is hard work ahead. This is not how we planned to spend our 
semester.  
Question: Who is on the consolidation committee? Answer: I cannot announce that 
as it’s not my committee. It’s the usual suspects. We didn’t have much say so.  
 C. Brief Remarks from Dr. Robert Smith, Provost and Vice-President of Academic 
Affairs 
We have a tremendous amount of work ahead of us. Much of the work will involve 
meshing our curricula. That will involve many of you. There will be 60-80 operational 
work groups. Each of these committees will have equal representation from Georgia 
Southern and Armstrong. Each will be co-chaired by someone from Armstrong and 
someone from Georgia Southern. None have been formed at this time. What I would 
urge you to do is to take a look at your corresponding curricula at Georgia Southern, 
where there are similarities and differences. Go to the consolidation webpage and 
look at the information there. Look at the information about the most recent 
consolidation in the USG (Albany State), including the prospectus that was 
presented to SACS. You’ll see listings of the operational work groups, memberships, 
and reports. In the meantime, we have the usual tasks ahead of us for Spring, 
including recruitment of students for Fall and retention of our current students. We 
need to reassure students that we are not pulling rugs out from them and their 
curricula.  
Question: Any idea on the timeline for announcement of the CIC membership and 
when the workgroups will start moving forward? 
Response: February 1st: Implementation committee will meet for the first time. 
D. Brief Remarks from Dr. Elizabeth Desnoyers-Colas, USGFC representative 
I attended the first meeting with the new chancellor and the council representatives. I 
was given the opportunity to make an observation to him about the lack of 
transparency in the consolidation process. Relatedly, several presidents have been 
hired without faculty involved in a search process. We at Armstrong have not heard 
anything about the search for our next president. And, this is in the midst of the 
rumors about consolidation with Georgia Southern. At the time, he didn’t really 
address the issue, but acknowledged that there is usually a national search for 
university presidents. We felt that faculty had very few seats at the table when it 
came to decision making about consolidations and we communicated that to the 
chancellor. We heard from colleagues at other universities who have gone through 
consolidation that it is a rough process. High level administrators and faculty 
members are at risk when there is a duplication of programs. He also gave an 
update on campus carry and the religious law, which are expected to pass. He 
emphasized that faculty should not write the house or the senate, which I argued 
against as a taxpayer. Another update he provided was that instead of being paid 10 
months out of the year, a process may be in place for being paid over 12 months – 
not more money, just a different pay schedule. He didn’t really address the 
comments about the desire for more transparency.  
E. Old Business 
1. Recurrent Updates 
i. Joint Leadership Team Summary  
ii. Faculty and Staff Vacancy Reports for December and January  
2. Other Old Business 
i. SmartEval, Student Comments 
 Senate President Padgett: As you know, SmartEvals with the signed 
vs. signed comments did not occur. You can read the email from 
Angeles Eames about the options they proposed (Appendix B). I was 
going to let you take this back to your departments about how you’d 
like to proceed. We will forward this information to you for discussion 
at your department. 
Comment: This says deans, but not department heads. 
Comment: There is nothing about listing your name. 
Response: These could likely be reworded. If there are suggestions 
for re-wording these items, bring them back to the next senate 
meeting, along with other input and suggestions from your 
departments.  
ii. Tenure and Post-Tenure Review 
Committee chair Bob LaFavi: Merger or not, we need to lead with our 
best foot. We want to go into those negotiations with this finalized. 
The most important charge was to review current policies and suggest 
changes for faculty handbook. We looked at other institutions, USG, 
and each college guidelines. I leave the document in your hands. We 
wanted to standardize terminologies and policies across the 
university, but balance that with the autonomy of each college. For 
example, in COLA, they may define scholarship in a particular way. 
We wanted to standardize terminologies in terms of how people are 
rated and evaluated. The USG uses the term “noteworthy”, we re-
define those as “exceeds expectations”, “meets expectations”, and 
“does not meet expectations”. That allows us to use what the USG 
refers to as “noteworthy” and put it in our context. We were also very 
clear that Armstrong is Armstrong. We have a statement that teaching 
is the most important criterion. Too often we can become bean 
counters on scholarship. There may be other things that are very 
important in the department, and we wanted to emphasize teaching. 
We wanted to standardize the evaluation process in this way – we felt 
the department evaluation should be based on substantive qualities 
and the president’s evaluation should be based on process. We also 
tried to streamline it. We also tried to come up with standard portfolio 
guidelines. We had another charge for suggestions on professional 
development and a charge to come up with a suggestion for post-
tenure review. With regard to professional development, we felt that 
was best decided in the department/discipline. With regard to post-
tenure review, we liked the suggestions that already came out of the 
senate for post-tenure review, but made some suggestions for 
wording changes.  
Statement from Senate President Padgett: Review this with your 
department and send in comments to senate email.  
Question: Can the file of just this document be shared with senators? 
 Response: Yes, it will be emailed, although it is also in the senate 
agenda as an attachment. 
iii. Summer (Profit-Sharing) Committee 
Report from senate committee member: We have not met.  
Statement from Provost Smith: We need to meet and discuss whether 
it makes sense to make summer recommendations given the merger. 
3. Old Business from the Floor 
 
F. New Business 
1. Merger – Role of Faculty Senate 
Senate President: Review your curriculum and that of Georgia Southern. 
Question: Would it be possible to have institutional research pull together a 
fact book comparison of our two institutions? 
Response from Provost Smith: We have been working on that. 
Question: Would that be a website or a google document? 
Response from Provost Smith: That hasn’t been decided. 
Question: Timeline? 
Response from Provost Smith: Not sure. There is some teasing apart of CIP 
codes when making these comparisons. 
2. Committee Reports 
i. University Curriculum Committee   
December: 
College of Education 
 Childhood and Exceptional Student Education (items 3-8): 
Approved 
College of Liberal Arts 
 Art, Music, and Theatre – Art (items 1-25): Approved (33-1) 
 Art, Music, and Theatre – Music (items 1-15): Approved (33-0) 
History (items 1-7): Approved (30-3) 
 Interdisciplinary Programs (1-15): Approved (33-0) 
College of Science and Technology 
 Biology (items 1-3): Approved (32-0) 
     Computer Science and Information Technology (items 1-6):  
Approved (30-1) 
     Psychology (items 1-18 and items 22-46): Approved (30-1) 
    January: 
    College of Education (items 1-11): Approved (31-2) 
     Childhood and Exceptional Student Education (items 10-11):  
Approved (30-2) 
     Childhood and Exceptional Student Education (items 1-2):  
Approved (31-0) 
    Secondary, Adult, and Physical Education (items 1-2): Approved  
(32-0) 
   College of Liberal Arts 
 Criminal Justice, Social, and Political Science (item 1): Approved 
(31-2) 
   College of Science and Technology 
Computer Science and Information Technology (item 1): Approved 
(30-1) 
      
ii. Governance Committee 
No report 
iii. Academic Standards  
The committee met and reviewed 39 appeals. 
iv. Education Technology  
No report 
v. Faculty Welfare  
We’ve been serving as the ad hoc faculty evaluation committee. 
We’ve also researched number of lecturers at Armstrong. 
vi. Planning, Budget, and Facilities 
No report 
vii. Student Success  
No report 
3. New Business from the Floor 
None 
G. Senate Information and Announcements 
No announcements 
1. Send Committee Meeting Dates and Minutes to 
faculty.senate@armstrong.edu  
2. Send Changes in Committee Chairs and Senate Liaisons to 
governance.senate@armstrong.edu  
3. Announcements (from the floor) 
None 
IV. Adjournment at 4:27pm 
V. Minutes completed by: 
Wendy Wolfe 
Faculty Senate Secretary 2016-2017 
Appendices 
 A. Attendance Sheet 
 B. SmartEval options for designating signed vs. unsigned comments 
 
 
F a c ult y S e n at or s a n d Alt er n at e s f or 2 0 1 6- 2 0 1 7 ( S e n at e M e eti n g 1/ 2 3/ 2 0 1 7) 
D e p art m e nt  C oll eg e  
# of 
S e at s  
S e n at or( s) a n d T er m Y e ar a s 
of 2 0 1 6 -2 0 1 7   Alt e r n at e( s)   
A d ol e s c e nt a n d A d ult E d u c ati o n  C O E  2  Br e n d a L o g a n ( 1)  x  A nt h o n y P ari s h   Gr e g Wi m er ( 1)   x  R e b e c c a W ell s   
Art, M u si c a n d T h e atr e  C L A  3  
R a c h el Gr e e n ( 3)  x    
E mil y Gr u n d st a d -H all ( 1)  x  Mi a M erli n   
B e nj a mi n W ar s a w ( 1)  x  P a m el a S e ar s   
Bi ol o g y  C S T  4  
J e n nif er Br oft B ail e y ( 2)  x  S ar a Gr e milli o n   
Bri a n R o o n e y ( 1)  x  Mi c h el e G ui d o n e   
A ar o n S c hr e y ( 3)   Mi c h a el C otr o n e   
J e n nif er Z ettl er ( 3)  x  J a y H o d g s o n   
C h e mi str y a n d P h y si c s  C S T  3  
Br a n d o n Q uilli a n ( 2)  x  C at h eri n e M a c G o w a n   
D o n n a M ull e n a x ( 3)  x  L e a P a d g ett   
Cliff or d P a d g ett ( 3)  x  Will L y n c h   
C hil d h o o d a n d E x c e pti o n al St u d e nt 
E d u c ati o n  C O E  2  
Li n d a A n n M c C all ( 1)  x  J a c ki e Ki m   
R o b ert L o y d ( 1)  x  J o h n H o b e   
C o m p ut er S ci e n c e & I nf or m ati o n T e c h  C S T  1  H o n gj u n S u ( 2)  x  Fr a n k K at z   
Cri mi n al J u sti c e, S o ci al a n d P oliti c al 
S ci e n c e  C L A  2  
D e n ni s M ur p h y ( 2)  x  Mi c h a el D o n a h u e   
K e vi n J e n ni n g s ( 1)  x  L a ur a S eif ert   
Di a g n o sti c a n d T h er a p e uti c S ci e n c e s  
 C H P  2  
S h a u n ell M c G e e ( 3 )   x  R h o n d a B e vi s   
P a m C artri g ht ( 3)  x  C hri st y M o or e   
E c o n o mi c s  C L A  1  M ali e c e W h atl e y ( 1)  x  Y a s si S a a d at m a n d   
E n gi n e eri n g  C S T  1  W a y n e J o h n s o n ( 3)  x  Pri y a  G o e s er   
H e alt h S ci e n c e s  C H P  2  L e sl e y Cl a c k ( 2)  x  J o e y Cr o s b y   Ti m M ari e Willi a m s( 1)  x  R o d M c A d a m s   
Hi st or y  C L A  2  J a m e s T o d e s c a ( 2)  x    Mi c h a el B e nj a mi n ( 3)  x  Alli s o n B el z er   
L a n g u a g e s, Lit er at ur e a n d P hil o s o p h y  C L A  5  
J a c k Si m m o n s ( 1)  x  Will B elf or d   
C ar ol A n dr e w s ( 3)  x  C ar ol J a mi s o n   
J a n e R a g o ( 3)   A n ni e M e n d e n h all   
C hri st y Mr o c z e k ( 2)  x  J uli e S w a n str o m   
J a m e s S mit h ( 3)  x  R o b T err y  x  
Li br ar y  C L A  1  Ai m e e R ei st ( 2)  x  A n n F ull er   
M at h e m ati c s  C S T  3  
S el w y n H olli s ( 2)   S e a n E a st m a n   
S u n g k o n C h a n g ( 1)  x  D u c H u y n h   
Ki m S w a n s o n ( 1)  x  Gr e g K n of c z y n s ki   
N ur si n g  C H P  3  
S h err y W ar n o c k ( 2)  x  C ar ol e M a s s e y   
Gi n a Cr a b b ( 2)  x  L u z Q uiri mit   
K atri n a E m br e y( 1)  x  Jill B e c k w ort h   
P s y c h ol o g y  C S T  1  W e n d y W olf e ( 3)  x  N a n c y M c C arl e y   
R e h a bilit ati o n S ci e n c e s  C H P  2  D a vi d Bri n g m a n ( 2)  x  A n di B et h Mi n c er   J a n Br a d s h a w ( 1)  x  A pril G arrit y   
 
A p p e n di x A
Appendix B 
After many emails with the company, I want to summarize  where we are. 
 
1. The presentation that I made to faculty senate was based on discussions we had had with the 
company so that the survey format could be modified to add 2 questions: 
       "Do you want to identify yourself to allow the department head for this class to view your 
comments?"  (yes,no) 
        If so, "Please enter your name." 
      
2. The company went through some iinternal reorganization and  assigned different people to 
work on the change and they have come up with alternative suggestions: 
      First alternative:   "Would you like your written opinions to show for deans?"   
 
      Then regardless of their response, students would answer two questions that are currently in 
the survey, namely 
      "What aspects of this course contributed most to your learning? Please be as as specific as 
possible." and "What aspects of the course detracted from your learning?" 
 
     Second alternative: Have two duplicate sets of questions that elicit comments.  Above the first 
two insert a header that notes:  "Comments you are willing to share with Deans" 
     Above the second set of the same 2 questions, insert a header that says "The following 
comments will be hidden from the Deans" 
 
Let me know your thoughts- 
 
Thanks, 
 
Angeles 
 
 
 
